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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Introduction 

Appellants invoke our review under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) from a final 
rejection of claims 1-39. We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b). We 
reverse. 

Exemplary Claims 
Exemplary claims 1 and 6 under appeal read as follows: 

1. A method for creating conveyable physical representations of 
digital content, comprising: 

receiving a request to associate an identifier with an item of digital 
content; 

obtaining an identifier; determining an address of said digital content; 

associating said identifier with said address; and 

generating a physically conveyable representation of said identifier. 

6. A method for creating conveyable physical representations of 
digital content, comprising: 

receiving a request to associate an identifier with an item of digital 
content; 

associating a globally unique identifier to a tangible medium; 

assigning a contextual identifier to said item of digital content, said 
contextual identifier is unique in the context of said globally unique 
identifier; 

creating a database record for said tangible medium, said database 
record including a mapping of said contextual identifier to an address 
to said digital content; 

associating said globally unique identifier to said database record; and 
associating said contextual identifier with said tangible medium. 
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Rejection 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-39 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Arisaka (US 2002/0165987 Al) (Final Action 2-6). 

Appellants ' Contention 

Appellants group claims 1-5, 11-26, 37 and 39 and contend 
patentability based on arguing corresponding limitations recited in 
independent claims 1, 11, 24, 37, and 39 (App. Br. 17-20). Appellants also 
group claims 6-10, 27-36, and 38 and contend patentability based on arguing 
corresponding limitations recited in independent claims 6, 27, 29, and 38, 
which include limitations corresponding to claim 1 (App. Br. 20-22). 

Pivotal among Appellants' arguments is the contention that Arisaka 
fails to teach and, therefore, anticipate associating an identifier with digital 
content (App. Br. 18-19; Reply Br. 6). 

Issue on Appeal 

Did the Examiner err in rejecting claims 1-39 as being anticipated 
because Arisaka fails to explicitly or inherently teach associating an 
identifier with digital content? 

ANALYSIS 

Appellants present multiple arguments as to why the Examiner has 
erred {see App. Br. 17-22). We agree with Appellants' specifically above 
identified contention. 

The Examiner responds to this contention that Arisaka is deficient 
(Ans. 8-9) by citing Arisaka paragraph [0087] and reproducing the following 
disclosures: 
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Content information ... is digital information associated with 
different types of content. The content information . . . includes a 
content identifier as well as information such as a string indicating 
content type, the content size, the address at which the content is 
stored, the types of contents into which conversion is possible, and the 
like. It would also be possible to include information such as content 
conversion rules. 

The Examiner next concludes, without explanation that "[o]ne [of] ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention knows that content identifier is 
associated with the address where the content is being stored" (Ans. 9). 

Appellants respond that "ARISAKA does not disclose associating an 
identifier with an address of digital content. ARISAKA describes content 
information stored in a content database which includes [a] prior-associated 
content identifier but does not disclose steps or means for associating . . . 
digital identifiers" (Reply Br. 6). Based on our review of Arisaka, we agree. 
We consequently also agree with Appellants that all the limitations of the 
independent claims are not explicitly or inherently taught in Arisaka, and, 
therefore, the rejected claims are not anticipated. In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 
1326 (Fed. Cir. 1986) (An anticipation reference must teach every claimed 
element.). 

For the foregoing reason we do not sustain the rejection of 
independent claims 1, 6, 11, 24, 27, 29, 37, 38, and 39. We also do not 
sustain the rejection of dependent claims 2-5, 7-10, 12-23, 25, 26, 28, and 
30-36 that fall for the same reason. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. Appellants have established that the Examiner erred in rejecting 
claims 1-39 as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

2. This record does not show that claims 1-39 are unpatentable. 

ORDER 

The Examiner's rejection of claims 1-39 is reversed. 

REVERSED 
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